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Watershed Program Goals

* Maintain “good”
water quality

restoration techniques?

awa Indians

Concerns in the Watershed

e Historical Sediment
— Rollways




e Current Sediment
— Road-Stream Crossings
— Stream banks




Important Players

» Species-of Concern

U.S. Fishrand Wildlife Service

U.S. Forest Service

Great Lakes Fisheries Trust

Lower Manistee River Parthership
Bear Creek Watershed Association
Conservation Resource Alliance
Numerous Universities
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Study Projects

. » Recreational Access Projects (3)
« Sturgeon Spawning Site Reclamation (1)
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Practices Implemented
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 Document Results!

 Are these standard restoration practices
producing the desired result?

» Nutrients
» Biology
— Macroinvertebrates
— Fish
Habitat
— Substrate
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Methods

e Standard methods
— Hydrolab
— Sediment
» Pebble Count
» Core Samples
» Depth of Fines
— Macroinvertebrates
» Surber Samples and Kick Net
— Fish Community
» 2 Pass Electrofishing -
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» Grand Valley State-University
* Five Graduate Students

 Sickle Creek
— Smallest site
— Fastest response
— Long term data set

» Forest Service
— Showcase site
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Sickle —Macroinvertebrate Abundance
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Sickle — Macroinvertebrate Richness
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EPT taxa =+

[ Upstream
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Pre-restoration

Post-restoration
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p -value; 0.023
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Sickle-— Salmon Parr Response
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10te: Michigan DNR stopped stocking Coho in this system in 2006
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Sand pulse moving through system
Overall increase in larger substrate
Increase in EPT

Shift in fish community

Increase in salmon-parr
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Trends

* Road Crossings « Stream Banks
— Upstream sand — Downstream sand
buildup buildup
*Restoration activity *Restoration activity
— Upstream positive <"~ Downstream positive
response response

— Downstream negative - —-Upstream relatively
response (initially) stable
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» Metric Concordance

— Biological vs.-Physical
+.Ex:. 3 ways to look at sediment
* GVSU Annis methodology test sites

Construction

Land Owners
Partners

Graduate Students
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